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About Our New Look . . . This GAO report was produced using a new design and printing process 
to help you get the infbrmation you need more easily. 
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In response to your request, this report provides the status of the 
Department of Energy’s implementation of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
of 1382 for the quarter ending September 30, 1985. It discusses the 
Department’s progress in meeting legislated deadlines, summarizes the 
status of the Nuclear Waste Fund, and discusses management initiatives 
and federal relations with states and Indian tribes. 

We are sending copies of the report to the Chairmen of the Senate 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, the House Committee on Government 
Operations, and the House Cormnittee on Energy and Power; the Secretary 
of Energy; the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and other interested 



Executive Summary 

United States nuclear power plants have produced over 22 million 
pounds of highly radioactive waste that will remain hazardous to people 
and the environment for thousands of years. The Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982 established a program and milestones for developing and . 
constructing deep underground facilities (repositories) to safely isolate 
this waste. 

At the request of the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural ’ 
Resources, GAO provides quarterly status reports on the Department of 
Energy’s (DOE’S) efforts to implement the act. This report provides infor- 
mation for the quarter ending September 30,198, on 

. legislatively mandated program activities, 

. selected management initiatives, and 
l program funding. 

Background The act established numerous requirements leading to the selection of 
sites and construction and operation of repositories for the permanent 
disposal of highly radioactive materials in deep underground rock for- 
mations. The act also required DOE to consider the need for a federal 
waste facility where the waste can be packaged, monitored, stored, and 
subsequently retrieved for disposal in a permanent repository. 

The act established the DOE Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Man- 
agement to manage the program and, among other responsibilities, 
requires it to (1) prepare various planning documents to aid siting deci- 
sions, (2) conduct detailed site characterization studies at selected 
potential sites, (3) design and construct the nation’s first repository, and 
(4) consult and cooperate with affected states and Indian tribes in 
implementing the program. To finance the program, the act established 
the Nuclear Waste Fund to receive fees from the owners and generators 
of nuclear waste. 

Results in Brief The program has made progress toward meeting the act’s requirements, 
but continues to lag behind legislated and DOE-imposed deadlines for 
such activities as the issuance of first repository final environmental 
assessments that are now expected to be completed in December 1985. 
Events directly related to requirements of the act that occurred during 
the quarter included the issuance of the second repository program final 
regional characterization reports, and an overall mission plan for the 
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Exeeutlve Summary 

waste program. One new lawsuit was filed concerning the nuclear waste 
program. 

In addition to those developments that were directly related to legisla- 
tive requirements, other activities occurred during the quarter. For 
example, several audits were initiated or completed, including an 
Energy Information Administration analysis of the one-time fees owed 
by utilities to the Nuclear Waste Fund (see p. 29), and negotiations 
began with one of the affected Indian tribes for a formal consultation 
and cooperation agreement. 

As of the end of fiscal year 1985, the Nuclear Waste Fund had a balance 
of about $1.5 billion. During the quarter, DOE paid about $265 million 
from the Nuclear Waste Fund to the US. Treasury to repay the fund’s 
appropriated debt plus interest. 

GAO Analysis 

Program Activities DOE continued to receive and analyze comments on the draft environ- 
mental assessments that are supposed to determine the suitability of 
candidate sites for the first waste repository and compare the sites for 
selection for site characterization studies. By the end of the quarter, DOE 

had received over 21,000 comments from over 2,600 commentors. DOE 

officials expect to complete the assessments in late 1985. The act 
required that these assessments be issued by January 1, 1985. (See p. 
14.) 

Many comments on the draft environmental assessments were critical of 
DOE'S methodology for ranking potential repository sites for site charac- 
terization. As a result DOE revised its methodology and requested the 
National Academy of Sciences to independently review the revised 
methodology. DOE Waste Office officials do not know if the revised 
methodology will change the final rankings of the sites considered for 
site characterization because the new methodology has not yet been 
applied. (See p. 15.) 

In September 1985 DOE issued its final regional characterization reports 
for the second repository program. These documents, used in conjunc- 
tion with the screening methodology document issued in April 1985 will 
be used to develop an area recommendation report that is expected to 
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narrow the number of areas in 17 states under consideration for a sec- 
ad re~sjitory. (See p. 18.) 

XMY$;# n&&on plan, which is to provide a basis for making informed deci- , 
aion~ on the wa&e program, was issued in July, about 1 year behind 
achsrdule. (Seep. 20.) 

Other program documents that were completed during the quarter ’ 
in&&d INIE%I second draft project decision schedule, draft transporta- 
tion businesa~ and institutional plans, and the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s final environmental standards for the management of high- 
level waste. The NucIear Regulatory Commission must comply with 
these standards when issuing construction and operating licenses to DOE. 
(See p. 19.) 

During the quarter DOE also began internal negotiations to determine 
fees to be paid into the Nuclear Waste Fund for the disposal of high- 
level defense wastes (See p. 16.) 

One new lawsuit was filed during the quarter. In that suit, Tennessee 
contended that DOE, by conducting a study of the suitability of three 
Tennessee locations for a monitored retrievable storage facility without 
any involvement of the state, was in violation of the act. (See p. 24.) 

Management Initiahives Several audit reviews were initiated or completed including a public 
accountant examination of the Nuclear Waste Fund’s financial state- 
ments for fiscal year 1986 and a program evaluation by the DOE Office 
of the Inspector General. DOE'S Energy Information Administration also 
released a verification report of the one-time fees paid into the fund by 
utilities. The report’s analyses showed that the one-time fees of 16 of 83 
reactors or facilities could not be verified or only partially verified on 
the basis of available report data. DOE'S Waste Office is working to 
resolve these inconsistencies. (See p. 28.) 

During Senate and House hearings, state and tribal leaders indicated 
that their confidence in DOE'S implementation of the program remains 
low even though DOE continues to make efforts to meet with, inform, and 
involve them in the waste program. Negotiations began with the Confed- 
erated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation for a formal consulta- 
tion and cooperation agreement. (See p. 31.) 
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ExecutLve Summary 

Funding The Nuclear Waste Fund balance as of September 30,1985, was about 
$1.6 billion. During fiscal year 1986 the fund received about $1.8 billion 
in fees from the owners and generators of nuclear waste and spent 
about $314.3 million. DOE paid the appropriated debt of about $265 mil- q 
lion owed to the Department of the Treasury in September 1985. 
(See p. 39.) 

Recommendations GAO is making no recommendations. 

Agency Comments The views of directly responsible officials were sought during the course 
of GAO'S work and are incorporated in the report where appropriate. At 
the Committee’s request, GAO did not request DOE to review and com- 
ment officially on a-draft of this report. 
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Chapter 1 

Intxoduction 

Enacted on January 7,1983, the&uclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 
C)IWPI?I) (Public Law 91-425)‘established a comprehensive national pro- 
gram to construct geologic repositories for the long-term disposal of 
high-level radioactive nuclear waste. The Department of Energy (DOE) 

intends to begin accepting title to the nuclear waste for disposal in Janu- * 
ary 11998 under provisions of contracts entered into with nuclear utili- 
ties, The act also established within DOE the Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) to carry out the provisions of 
NWPA and established the Nuclear Waste Fund to finance the program. 

The act requires us to report to the Congress on the results of an annual 
audit of OCRWM. Our first anmml audit report, issued on January 10, 
lQ&, focused on the problems DOE had in initiating the program and 
establishing its financial basis. Our second annual audit issued on Sep- 
tember 30,1985, focused on problems OCRWM has had in meeting the 
act’s requirements. 

On March 26,1984, the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources requested that we report, on a quarterly basis, the status of 
(xxm activities to implement the act. Our previous quarterly reports 
discussed actions that took place during the period of July 1,19&4, 
through June 30,1986. They discussed the status of OCRWM program 
activities directed toward meeting the act’s legislatively mandated mile- 
stones, especially those that were past due or immediately upcoming, 
the status of selected internal management actions, and the status of the 
Nuclear Waste Fund.’ This report covers the status of program and fund 
activities during the quarter ending September 30,1986, and summa- 
rizes fiscal year 1986 fund activities. 

This’ chapter provides an overview of OCRWM’S activities and discusses 
the report’s objectives, scope, and methodology. Chapter 2 discusses 
a;a~‘s activities and focuses on those directed toward meeting legisla- 
tively mandated milestones that are current, past due, or upcoming in 
the next several months. Chapter 3 discusses the status of selected inter- 
nal management actions and includes a discussion of OCRWM'S relations 
with states and Indian tribes. Chapter 4 describes the status of the 
Nuclear Waste Fund as of September 30, 1985, and includes a descrip- 
tion of Nuclear Waste Fund investment activity conducted by DOE. 

%.?e appendix I for a list of our quarterly and annua.l reports concerning DOE’s nuclear waste 
vQ@am. 
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Overview The safe disposal of spent nuclear fuel2 and other highly radioactive 
nuclear wast@ in the United States has been a matter of national con- 
cern since the first civilian nuclear reactor began generating electricity 
in 1967. These materials, which remain potentially hazardous for tens of 
thousands of years, must be isolated from the environment until their 
radioactivity decays to levels that will pose no significant threat to peo- 
ple or the environment. Electric utilities have accumulated over 10,000 
metric tons (over 22 million pounds) of highly radioactive spent nuclear 
fuel. Most of it is in the form of spent fuel rods that are stored in pools 
of water at the reactor sites. DOE estimates that by the year 2000, 
approximately 60,000 metric tons of radioactive spent fuel will have 
accumulated. 

NWPA requires DOE to develop deep geologic repositories to accommodate 
the long-term safe dispos’al of nuclear waste and to conduct related 
research, development, and demonstration projects. Costs are to be paid 
from the Nuclear Waste F’und, which receives fees from owners of oper- 
ating nuclear power plants and owners of high-level nuclear waste gen- 
erated in the past. The full cost of the program was estimated by DOE in 
January 1985 to be between $20.6 billion and $35.1 billion (in 1984 dol- 
lars), depending upon the geologic media4 selected for the two reposito- 
ries and possible delays in the repository program. This estimate 
indudes the cost of developing, constructing, operating, and closing two 
geologic repositories. 

The act authorized DOE to enter into contracts with all generators and 
owners of highly radioactive materials. As of September 30,1985, DOE 
had contracts with 65 commercial owners, covering 149 reactors. (Dur- 
ing the quarter ending September 30,1985, one contract covering two 
reactors was signed.) The contracts establish (1) the terms and condi- 
tions under which DOE will dispose of spent fuel generated by civilian 
power reactors and (2) the procedures to follow in collecting fees to pro- 
vide for full recovery of the government’s disposal costs. 

%pent nuckzar fuel is the used uranium fuel that has been.removed from a nuclear reactor. Spent fuel 
and other types of highly radioactive wastes are difficult to dispose of because of their high toxicity 
and long radioactive life, and because they produce heat. 

%%e act also requires DOE to use one or more of the repositories developed under the act to dispose 
of highlevel radioactive waste resulting from the production of nuclear weapons material. 

4Geologic media are the underground rock formations in which the radioactive waste will be placed. 
The formations now be4ng considered as host rocks for the repositories are basalt lava, a molten 
material from volcanoes or fissures; tuff, a hard, compacted ash from volcanoes; rock salt, a sedimen- 
tary rock formed by the evaporation of water from a saline solution; and crystaUne rock, a general 
term used for igneous and metamorphic rocks, which include granite. 
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chapter 1 
Introduction 

The contracts require the payment of a l-mill-per-kilowatt-hour fee for 
electricity generated by nuclear power beginning on April 7, 1983. The 
l-mill fee covers the generation of spent fuel during the ongoing produc- 
tion of electricity from nuclear plants and is to be paid every 3 months. 
During the quarter, DOE collected $92.3 million in these quarterly fees. 

The contracts also require the payment of a one-time fee for spent fuel 
generated before April 7, 1983. The owners had to select one of three 
options for paying the one-time fee and inform DOE by June 30, 1985, 
which method each would use. These options included full payment 
before June 30,1986, with no interest charges; full payment with inter- 
est charges before delivery of the spent fuel to DOE; or quarterly pay- 
ments plus interest spread over 10 years. By June 30, 1985, DOE had 
collected $1.4 billion of the estimated $2.3 billion in one-time fees. Dur- 
ing the quarter, DOE collected another $1.5 million in one-time fee pay- 
ments. Chapter 4 contains details about the one-time fee payments. 

OCRWM, the office established by NWPA to administer the DOE waste pro- 
gram, is located at DOE headquarters in Washington, D.C., and is sup- 
ported by DOE’S field operations offices. OCRWM project offices in 
Columbus, Ohio; Las Vegas, Nevada; and Richland, Washington, are 
responsible for conducting repository development activities in the three 
main geological media under consideration for selection as the first 
repository site. The Richland office is primarily working with basalt, 
while the Columbus and Las Vegas offices are examining salt and tuff 
sites, respectively. The Chicago project office manages the crystalline 
rock program for the second repository. A separate project office in 
Richland manages the monitored retrievable storage (MRS) program. In 
addition, DOE has established an office in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to assist 
in the development of the MRS program. These offices in turn rely largely 
on contractors and national laboratories to conduct specific activities. 

In February 1983 DOE formally identified nine areas in six states6 as 
potential sites for the first repository. After an analysis of available 
data and completion of a number of requirements, WPA called for the 
Secretary of Energy to formally nominate five sites as suitable for fur- 
ther study and to recommend three sites to the President by January 
1985 for further geologic testing called site characterization studies. 
These studies are to include the construction of exploratory shafts for 

‘The states containing potential sites for the first repository are Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, 
Texas, Utah, and Washington. 
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tests at repository depth-1200 to 3,000 feet. One of the characterized 
sites will most likely be the location of the first repository. 

As discussed in more detail in chapter 2, WRWM has not yet completed I 
all the neces~sary requirements prior to recommending three sites to the 
President. Ahh~ugh final siting guidelines, due by July 7,1983, estab- 
lishing performance objectives for a geologic repository, were issued in 
December 1934, environmental assessments that will identify the three’ 
sites to be recommended for site characterization studies have not been 
finalized. Draft environmental assessments, which evaluate each site 
using the formal siting guidelines and provide the basis for determining 
whether a site is suitable for site characterization activities, were issued 
on December 20, 1984. All interested parties could submit written com- 
ments to DOE on the draft assessments during the go-day comment 
period that ended March 20, 1986. OCRWM officials stated at the end of 
the quarter that they intend to issue the final assessments in December 
1986. 

After completion of the site characterization studies, the President is 
required by NWPA to recommend one site for repository construction to 
the C~ngsess. IWPA requires the President to make a recommendation by 
March 31, 11987; however, DOE currently does not expect to complete site 
characterization studies until 1990 and does not expect the President to 
make the recommendation until 1991. 

The act also requires the Secretary of Energy to recommend to the Presi- 
dent, by July 1, 1989, at least three potential sites for a second reposi- 
tory. The President is then required to make a final site recommendation 
for the second repository to the Congress by March 3 1,199O; however, 
DOE does not expect to make its recommendation to the President for the 
second repos~itory until after he recommends the site for the first reposi- 
tory to the Congress. DOE currently expects that the President will not 
make his recommendation for the second repository until 1998. As 
described in chapter 2, OCRWM is conducting a site-screening process for 
the second repository. 

NWPA also requires that DOE submit to the Congress by June 1985 a 
determination of whether the waste program should include an MRS 
facility and a proposal for the construction of this facility. DOE has con- 
cluded that an MRS facility should be an integral part of the waste man- 
agement system; however, as described in chapter 2, DOE does not expect 
to submit the final determination and proposal to the Congress until 
Jammry 1986. 
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Objectives, Scope, and 0n Mar& 26,1984, the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural 

Methodology 
Resources requested that we issue quarterly reports on the status of 
ocm%%‘s activities to implement NWPA. This quarterly report discusses 
-M activities during the quarter ending September 30,198s. It (1) 
MghIights M%B%‘s activities directed toward meeting NWPA'S legisla- 
tively mandated milestones, especially those that are already past due 
or are ibthcmning in the next several months, and discusses related liti- 
gation, (2) describes selected OCRWM management activities, including a 
diaoussion of federal/state relations, and (3) provides the status of the 
Nuclear Waste Fund, including recently initiated investment activity. 

To obtain information on the status of OCRWM program activities and 
selected management initiatives, we reviewed DOE and OCRWM program 
documents, publications, correspondence, and studies and interviewed 
CICRWM managers and operating personnel responsible for planning and 
managing activities associated with the research and development of the 
waste repositories. 

We reviewed program documents completed during the quarter includ- 
ing the final mission plan, a draft transportation business plan for the 
inclusion of the private business sector in packaging and transporting 
high-Ievel wastes, a draft transportation institutional plan to identify 
and resolve institutional issues concerning the transportation system, 
the regional characterization reports for the second repository, the draft 
project decision schedule, and DOE'S Energy Information Administra- 
tion’s report verifying utilities’ one-time fees. We also reviewed selected 
comments from states and others on the draft environmental assess- 
ments and internal documents describing OCRWM'S plan for preparing the 
final assessments. In addition, we reviewed documents relating to DOE’S 
proposed ms facility. We also attended a National Association of Regu- 
latory “Utility Commissioners” meeting in San Francisco, California, 
and a National Governors Association meeting in Charleston, South Car- 
olina, where OCRWM officials discussed various aspects of the program 
with state and utility officials. 

To obtain information on Nuclear Waste Fund receipts and disburse- 
ments and the fund’s investment activity, we contacted officials respon- 
sible for DOE's financial activities. We also obtained financial and 
contract data directly from the DOE financial information system and 
from the Energy Information Administration (EU). We did not verify 
data obtained from DOE's financial information system-a task that 
could not be accomplished within the time frame of this report. 
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The views of directly responsible officials were sought during the course 
of our work and are incorporated in the report where appropriate. At 
the Committee’s request, we did not request DOE to review and comment 
officially on a draft of this report. 
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Chapter 2 

Status of OCRVVIM Activities Directed Toward 
I.&slated Requirements During the 
July-September 1985 Quarter 

This chapter discusses activities during the quarter ending September 
SO, 198’5, directed toward meeting the requirements of NWA. It focuses 
on, those requirements with deadlines that are currently due, have 
already passed, or are upcoming. In particular, the chapter discusses m 

l OCR~M’S efforts to complete environmental assessments, which must be 
done before DOE can recommend three sites to the President for site 
characterization studies; 

. efforts underway to determine the fees to be paid for the disposal of 
high-level defense wastes; 

l progress on the proposal for a monitored retrievable storage program; 
and 

l completion of regional characterization reports for the second 
repository. 

The following sections discuss the status of these four areas and high- 
light other OCR~M activities including completed draft and final docu- 
ments directed toward legislative requirements of the act. Also included 
is a status report on litigation resulting from OCRWM activities. 

Final Environmental NWPA requires the Secretary of Energy to nominate at least five first 

Assessments Now 
repository sites that he determines suitable for site characterization and 
to then recommend three sites for characterization to the President. 

Targeted for December Each nominated site is to be accompanied by an environmental assess- 

20,1985 ment. These assessments must include the probable impacts of site char- 
acterization studies, such as drilling the exploratory shafts necessary to 
collect geologic data, and ways to avoid such impacts. 

The act required that the final assessments be completed no later than 
* January 1,1985, when the Secretary was to have recommended to the 

President three sites for characterization studies. Nine draft assess- 
ments-one for each potential first repository site located in six 
states-were originally scheduled for issuance by OCRWM in August 
1984 but were not issued until December 20,1984. The assessments 
compared each site with the others and ranked them according to crite- 
ria defined in the siting guidelines that were also issued in December 
1984. The five sites proposed in the draft assessments for nomination 
are located in Mississippi, Nevada, Texas, Utah, and Washington. The 
three sites proposed in the draft assessments for site characterization 
studies are located in Nevada, Texas, and Washington. 



During a 90-day comment period that ended March 20,1986, all inter- 
ested parties could submit written comments to DOE on the draft assess- 
ments. DOE received over 21,000 comments on the draft assessments 
from more than 2,600 commentors, including all of the six states con- I 
taining potential first repository sites, Indian tribes, other federal agen- 
cies, and interested parties. Although the comment cut-off date was 
March 20,1986, OCRWM received what it determined to be significant 
comments through the end of June 1985, and plans to consider and ’ 
respond to each comment’. The disposition of each comment received is 
to be addressed in a separate comment response document for each 
potential site. 

DOE now plans to issue on December 20, 1986, final environmental 
assessments for each of five nominated sites. DOE had planned to issue 
the final assessments in August 1986, but the number and complexity of 
the comments received have delayed their release. According to OCRWM 

repository officials, environmental assessments for the other four sites 
will be completed at a later date to allow them to be considered in the 
second repository site selection process. 

OCRWM officials have stated that they were impressed with the quality 
of the comments, which, among other things, critiqued the assessments’ 
technical and factual accuracy, the lack of coverage of some areas such 
as the transportation of wastes, and the ranking methodology used in 
the assessments. According to CXXVM officials, the comments have led to 
changes in the assessments. 

Of particular note, the National Academy of Sciences’ (NAS’) Board of 
Radioactive Waste Management commented in April 1985 that the anal- 
ysis in chapter 7 of the draft assessments-the chapter that evaluates 
each site against each criterion established in the siting guidelines and 
ranks all sites using three different decision-making methodologies- 
was unsatisfactory, inadequate, and not state-of-the-art1 For example, 
NAS stated that two of the three methodologies were not satisfactory 
because the rankings were subjectively determined. In response to that 
criticism and similar comments from states and other parties, CKX~M Sit- 
ing Division officials stated that OCRWM has decided to revise its ranking 
methodology and selected the methodology that NAS said was a more 
valid means of comparing sites. 

‘On Eq&.ember 12,19&6, we issued a briefing document to the Chairman, House Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs, concerning the aggregation methods used in the draft assessments. See 
appendix I for a brief description of this document. 
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Qn August 20,188~5, at the request of the Governor of Washington and 
in response to other comments cahing for an outside independent review 
of the siting methodology to be used in the assessments, the Director of 
QC%~H IIormaBy requested the NAB Board on Radioactive Waste Manage- I 
ment to independently review the revised methodology in order to 
“assure an effective and credible document”. The NAS Board quickly 
agreed and copies of the revised methodology were sent to the Board in 
September. (XXV%% requested that the Board transmit its comments on 
the methodology by November 15,lQSS. In hearings before the Subcom- 
mittee on Energy Research and Development, Senate Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, in September 1986, the Director of 
~~IIWM stated that he would abide by the recommendations of the NAS 

Board. 

As of the end of the quarter, OCRWM officials did not know whether the 
new methodology would affect the final rankings of the sites because 
the OCRWM Siting Division had not yet applied the revised methodology 
to the data in the draft assessments. After NAS completes its review, 
OCRWM intends to apply the revised methodology to the siting evalua- 
tions in order to rank the sites. OCRWM also said that the project offices 
are reviewing the evahrations of each site for each siting criterion to 
gain consensus on the values assigned to each site for each criterion. 
OCBFVM officials remained optimistic that they could complete the final 
assessment reviews and release the final assessments on December 20, 
1985. 

DOE Is Negotiating an On April 30, 1986, the President advised the Secretary of Energy that, 

Agreement for Defense 
under NWPA, he should dispose of defense high-level nuclear waste. and 
commercial wastes in a single repository because of the cost savings. As 

waste costs of the end of the quarter, officials in DOE's Office of Defense Programs 
and OCRWM said that they were negotiating a fee recommendation agree- 
ment on defense wastes that would establish the Defense Office’s obliga- 
tion for funding its share of the nuclear waste disposal program’s total 
costs. According to these officials, the agreement will establish a fee 
comparable to the fee paid by the commercial sector and will be paid by 
DOE beginning in fiscal year 1987. The agreement will also establish pro- 
cedures for determining DOE'S one-time fee for defense wastes generated 
prior to fiscal year 1987. DOE intends its financial obligation to be com- 
parable to the obligation of commercial generators of high-level waste. 
The agreement will not determine how much defense waste is to be 
deposited into the repositories-but only the methodology for the fees. 
The amount to be deposited is under separate review within DOE. 
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chapter 2 
Status of OCRWM Activities Direct& Toward 
LegMated l?+quire!menta During the 
July&eptember 1986 Quarter 

DOE officials indicated that a draft fee recommendation agreement will 
be submitted to the Secretary of Energy for concurrence during the next 
quarter. After the Secretary concurs, OCRWM officials said that they 
intend to publish the draft agreement in the Federal Register for com- 
ment. They expect to receive comments from the public including the 
fee-paying utilities comparing defense waste fees to the fees paid for 
commercial waste. The officials also said that the utilities’ comments 
will be incorporated into the final cost allocation agreement where ’ 
appropriate. DOE intends to begin paying fees into the Nuclear Waste 
Fund by fiscal year 1987.2 

MRS Proposal to be NWPA required DOE to complete a detailed study of the need for and fea- 

Submitted in January 
sibility of one or more MRS facilities on or before June 1, 1985. DOE was 
also required to submit, by that date, a proposal for the construction of 

1986 one or more of these facilities to the Congress for its approval. These 
facilities are generally thought of as ground-level or slightly below 
ground-level storage facilities. NWPA specified that the proposal include 
a program for siting, developing, constructing, and operating an MRS 

facility; site-specific designs and cost estimates for constructing the first 
facility; a plan for funding the construction and operation of such facili- 
ties; and a plan for integrating such facilities into the federal waste 
management system. 

OCRWM has determined that an MRS facility should be part of an inte- 
grated waste management system and would enhance the system’s oper- 
ation by repackaging and consolidating spent fuel shipped to it from 
nuclear power plants. DOE did not complete the study or submit the pro- 
posal by June 1, 1985; however, on that date DOE issued a status report 
to the Congress on the MFtS program stating that DOE would submit the 
MRS proposal to the Congress by January 15,1986. DOE estimates that, 
after congressional approval, it will take approximately 10 years to 
have an operational MRs facility. 

During the quarter, DOE made progress toward submitting its MRS propo- 
sal to the Congress by January 15,1986. According to the O(=RWM MRS 

team leader, the Richland project office has submitted a draft program 
plan and a draft needs and feasibility analysis that are currently under 

‘In our first annual report (GAO/RCED86-27), we recommended that DOE decide on the appropriate 
fee to charge the federal government for the disposal of high-level waste. On March 26,1986, DOE 
concurred with our recommendation. 



review by oc%wM officials. OCRWM, in response to comments from Ten- 
nessee on a preliminary analysis of the need for and feasibility of an MRS 
1 facility released in April 1986, plans to incorporate a needs and feasibil- 
ity analysis in the environmental assessment that will accompany the 
MBS; propoe’al to the Congress. In addition, revised cost estimates and the 
site &signs for the MRS have been completed and are being reviewed by 
the Richland project o’ffice and OCRWM. DOE expects to complete the pro- 
posal during the next quarter for submission to the Congress by January 
15, 1986. 

To better integrate the MRS and repository designs, an MRs/Repository 
Interface Task Force, made up of representatives from the (1) Office of 
Storage and Transportation Systems (OSTS), (2) Office of Geologic Repos- 
itories (oQ;R), (3) the repository project offices, and (4) architect-engi- 
neers for the MR~ and repository project offices have been working to 
reeolve systems cost uncertainties and differences between the MRS and 
repository programs. According to the MRS team leader, the task force 
work has resulted in a generally compatible approach to surface facility 
designs for the repository and MRS facility. 

Second Repository On September 11, 1985, OCRWM issued final regional characterization 

Program Issues Final 
reports for the second repository program. These six reports (two for 
each of the three regions included in the program) describe the environ- 

Regional mental and geological data to be used in identifying possible candidate 

Characterization areas for the nation’s second high-level nuclear waste repository. The 

Reports 
information in the reports was collected from published literature such 
as U.S. Geological Survey reports, state geologic data, and technical 
journals. The reports identify 236 bodies of crystalline rock in 17 states 
that extend to a depth of at least 1,000 feet and cover a minimum of 39 
square miles. This information provides the data base which, in conjunc- 
tion with DOE’s screening methodology document (issued in April 1986), 
will be used to develop an area recommendation report that is expected 
to narrow the number of rock bodies under consideration to 15 to 20 in 4 
to 6 states. A draft of this report is scheduled to be issued November 15, 
1985, for public review and comment. 

As a supplement to the regional characterization reports, DOE also pre- 
pared three comment response documents (one for each region) respond- 
ing to state and other comments on the December 1984 revised draft 
regional characterization reports. In the comment response documents, 
DOE responded to the 1,600 comments, and indexed and cross-referenced 
each comment and response so that commentors could determine how 
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DOE responded to their particular concerns. The response documents 
show that IIQE added new data, deleted incorrect information, and, in 
some cases’, feh that some comments were already addressed or dis- 
agreed with comments and therefore made no changes. 

DOE officials stated that when the draft area recommendation report is 
released in November 1986, DOE will brief states and tribes and allow 90 
days for responses. Some states have expressed the concern that the 90-~ 
day comment period is not sufficient. 

During the quarter ending September 30,1986, representatives from DOE 

and the 17 second repository states met in Boston, Massachusetts, to 
discuss the second repository program. According to DOE officials, 
states’ questions focused primarily on the draft area recommendation 
report and the area characterization plans, which are due in November 
198’6 and May 1986, respectively. 

As of the end of the quarter, OCRWM officials stated that they are striv- 
ing to meet the following milestones for the second repository program. 

Table 2.1: Second Repos~itory Program 
Milsrtww4 Draft area recommendation report November 198!5 

Draft area characterization clans March 1986 

Final area recommendation report May 1986 

Final area characterization plan 

Nominate five sites 

Summer 1986 
1991 

Recommend three sites for d’etailed site 
characterization 

President recommends second repository 
site to the Congress 

Concurrently with, or shortly after, 
nominating five sites 

1998 
Begin accepting high-level waste 2006 

Documents Required 
by NWPA Issued 

During the quarter, EPA issued its final environmental standards for 
high-level waste and OCRWM issued its final mission plan. In addition, 
OCRWM issued drafts of a project decision schedule, transportation busi- 
ness plan, and transportation institutional plan. 

EPA Issued Final 
EnvironmentaJ Standards 
for High-Level Waste 

Section 121 of NWPA required the EPA, by January 1984, to promulgate 
generally acceptable standards for protection of the general environ- 
ment from offsite releases from radioactive material in repositories. On 
August 16,1985, the EPA issued its Environmental Standards for the 
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Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and IRgh-Level and 
Transuranic R~adioactive Wastes(40 C.F.R. part 191Ji These standards 
apply to the management and disposal of high-level and transuranic 
wastes@ ad spent nuclear fuel generated by commercial reactors and 
similar materials generated by atomic energy defense activities under 
th~juk%!d~onOfmE. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and DOE are responsible fork 
complying with and implementing these standards. NRC has issued pro- 
cedural and technical requirements for the disposal of high-level waste 
in repositories. It will obtain compliance by issuing licenses to DOE at 
various steps in the construction and operation of the repositories. DOE's 
sitir@ guidelines (see ch. 1) must also comply with the EPA standards. 
~WM officials told us that they have been kept informed on changes to 
the draft FX% standards issued in December 1982 and that the final EPA 

standards do not contain any significant changes that would require 
modification to the siting guidelines. 

EPA’S standards are divided into two parts. The first part concerns the 
management and storage of waste prior to final disposal in a geologic 
repository. It limits the amount of radiation exposure to the public from 
any facility regulated by NRC, which includes all commercial reactors. It 
also limits exposures to the public from waste emplacement and storage 
operations of DOE disposal facilities that are not regulated by NRC. 

The second part of the standards establishes four sets of requirements 
for the disposal of these materials. The initial requirements for disposal 
limit the projected releases of radioactivity to the environment for 
10,000 years after disposal. The second set of requirements contain pro- 
visions that are intended by EPA to provide adequate assurance that the 
initial containment requirements will be met. The third set of require- 
ments limits the amount of exposure to the public for 1,000 years. 
Finally, a set of groundwater protection requirements limits radiation 
concentration in groundwater for 1,000 years. 

Mission Plan Issued Section 301 of NWPA required that DOE prepare a mission plan-a com- 
prehensive report providing sufficient information to permit informed 

“Transursxdc wastes contain man-made elements that are heavier than uranium. They are predomi- 
mWy charactew by medium-level radiation and slow decay, and remain hazardous for long peri- 
ode of time. Most of these wastes result from reprocessing nuclear fuel. 
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decisions on the nuclear waste program and related research. ua~ sub- 
mitted the plan to the Congress in July 1986, over a year past the date 
required by the act. The Secretary is to use this plan as a basis for mak- 
ing decisions 30 days after it has been submitted to the appropriate con- , 
gressional committees. 

On September 12 and 13,1986, the Subcommittee on Energy Research 
and Development of the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural ’ 
Resources, and the Subcommittee on Energy and Environment of the 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, respectively, held 
hearings on the mission plan. Officials from DOE, NRC, the six first reposi- 
tory states, second repository states, Indian tribes, and the public 
testified. 

NRC testified that DOE has considered all major NRC milestones in the 
national high-level waste program in the plan and has resolved all but 
one concern NRC had on the previous two mission plan drafts. The one 
exception is the timing of the Secretary of Energy’s preliminary determi- 
nation of three sites as suitable for repository development as required 
by NWPA. The mission plan states that at the time the Secretary of 
Energy recommends three sites to the President for site characteriza- 
tion, the Secretary will also make a preliminary determination of the 
suitability of the three sites for repository development. The NRC com- 
missioners have not made a joint decision as to whether the preliminary 
determination should be made before or after the completion of site 
characterization work. 

States’ and tribes’ testimonies reflected a number of concerns about the 
mission plan. Many states and tribes disagreed with DOE'S position on 
preliminary determination and were also concerned with WE'S contin- 
ued slippage of early milestones of the WPA schedule without compen- 
satory adjustments for the 1998 date set for DOE to begin accepting 
waste. Other comments referred to such areas as the plan’s lack of 
essential technical and scientific information, and its insufficient insight 
into impediments to program implementation. 

The Director, QCRWM, testified that the plan is a document that has been 
under development for an extended period. It is intended to give today’s 
best estimate of plans and intentions. In many cases, the plan states that 
details are not laid out but will be developed. He also emphasized that 
the plan is not a contract but is a living document subject to review and 
change. 



OCRWM Issued a Draft 
Project Decision Schedule 

NwPA requires the Secretary of Energy to prepare, in cooperation with 
affected federal agencies, a project decision schedule that portrays the 
optimum way to attain the operation of a repository by January 1998. 
The schedule is to include a description of objectives and a sequence of I 
deadlines for all federal agencies involved and is to identify activities 
that, if delayed, would cause a delay in beginning repository operation. 
Any federal agency that determines it cannot comply with project deci- 
sion schedule deadlines must explain the reasons in writing to the Secre- 
tary of Energy, who must report the matter and DOE'S response to the 
Congress within 30 days. 

In July 19% OCRWM issued its second draft project decision schedule, 
which is based on its final mission plan, also issued in July. (OCRWM had 
issued its first draft project decision schedule in January 1985, which 
was based on its draft mission plan.) The final schedule is to be com- 
pleted by November 1985, The draft schedule included NwPA-mandated 
deadlines for the first repository, the MRS program, second repository 
program, and transportation program. As further activity is authorized 
by the Congress in these areas, DOE plans to modify the schedule. 

Draft Transportation 
Business and Institutional 
Plans Issued 

NW~A authorized DOE to establish a national system for the disposal of 
high-level nuclear waste. A primary element of the waste management 
system will b’e the development of a waste transportation system. NWPA 

also directs DOE to contract with private industry to the fullest extent 
possible in each aspect of the transportation system. 

In August 1936 OCRWM released for public comment a draft transporta- 
tion business plan. The draft plan described DOE'S expected contracting 
strategies, and actions to acquire equipment and contractors for devel- 
oping and operating the required transportation system. OCR~ 

requested that all comments be submitted by September 30,1986, and is 
planning to issue a final business plan later in 1985. 

The acquisition strategy described in the draft plan is divided into two 
phases. Phase I covers the development and acquisition of prototype 
casks that will be used to ship radioactive waste to or between federal 
waste facilities. The cost for phase I is estimated to be about $80 million. 
Phase II of the strategy will be implemented when DOE begins accepting 
waste at the first repository or the MRS facility. At that time DOE will 
implement transportation operations. The cost to provide the first 5 
years of system operation is estimated to exceed $100 million. 



~0% issued its draft transportation institutional plan for public comment 
in September 19136. The purpose of the plan, a companion document to 
the business plan, is to lay the foundation for interaction among all 
interested parties to define a comprehensive process for identifying, , 
addresa;ing, and resolving issues related to the waste transportation sys- 
tem. The plan describes the institutional development and operation of 
the transportation system and lists four elements necessary for achiev- 
ing its stated purposes: 

l providing policy guidance for establishing the transportation system; 
m identifying the major participants, who must interact to build the trans- 

portation system and agree on the philosophy of the system; 
l providing mechanisms for interaction to ensure wide participation in 

program planning and implementation; and 
l providing a framework for managing and resolving issues related to the 

development and operation of the system. 

As the program evolves, DOE plans to combine these documents into a 
single coordinated plan for all activities related to the development and 
operation of the transportation system. In addition, OCRWM intends to 
issue a transportation issues discussion document next year, which will 
describe identified issues and discuss WE’S plans and options for 
addressing those issues. 

Status of Litigation 
Regarding OCRWM 
Activities 

As discussed in our prior reports, a total of 12 lawsuits directed at 
OCRWM repository activities had previously been filed. As the result of 
various actions during this quarter, DOE expects court actions that may 
soon resolve several of these cases.4 Also during the quarter one new 
lawsuit was filed by the state of Tennessee protesting OCRWM’S pursuit 
of a potential MRS site in Tennessee. The following sections describe the 
ongoing court cases directed at OCRWM waste management activities6 

%ee our fourth quarterly report (GAO/RCED-%-166) for descriptions of these cases. 

‘Two other lawsuils had been filed earlier challenging the amount of fees to be paid into the Nuclear 
Waste Fund. One of these caees has been resolved in WE’s favor and the other is still under review 
by the US. Cmrt of Appeals for the District of Cohmbia. 
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Environmental Policy 
Institute, et al. v. 
Herrington, and Other 
Siting Cases 

In December 1984 and March 1985, a number of environmental groups 
and the state of Washington, respectively, petitioned the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit to review the siting guidelines issued by 
DOE in December 1984 to determine whether they are in accordance , 
with NWPA. In May 1986 DOE filed a motion to dismiss both cases- 
Enviromental Policy Institute, et al. v. Herrington and Washington v. 
DOE-arguing that the claims of the petitioners are premature because 
the issuance of the guidelines is a preliminary step to the issuance of the 
environmental assessments. During the quarter ending September 30, 
1986, the seven siting cases filed during the quarter ending June 30, 
1985, were transferred to the Ninth Circuit where the Environmental 
Policy Institute and Washington cases had previously been filed. 

On August 16,1985, the court ordered that action on the seven new 
guidelines cases be deferred until the motion to dismiss the Environmen- 
tal Policy Institute and Washington cases is resolved. The case has been 
fully argued and DOE expects a decision soon. 

Nevada v. Herrington In December 1984 Nevada filed suit against DOE over the disapproval of 
a p’art of its fiscal year 1985 grant request. (See chapter 3 for a descrip- 
tion of QCRWM’s grant program.) DOE had disapproved $1.5 million of 
Nevada’s 1986 grant request because it felt that the funds were to be 
used for independent data-gathering activities that were not appropri- 
ate at this stage of the site-selection process. During the past quarter 
oral arguments were presented, and DOE expects a court decision soon 
on the merits of the case. 

Tennessee v. Herrington During the quarter a new lawsuit was filed by the state of Tennessee. 
On August 20, 1986, the state of Tennessee filed suit in the US. District 
Court located in Nashville, Tennessee, alleging that any DOE proposal to 
request authority from the Congress to construct an MRS in Tennessee 
would be in violation of the NWPA. Tennessee contends in its lawsuit 
that, contrary to the act, DOE had not consulted with the state in con- 
ducting a study regarding the suitability of threp Tennessee locations 
for an MRS. In its lawsuit, Tennessee requested that the Secretary of 
Energy be enjoined from presenting any proposal to the Congress for an 
MRS in Tennessee until the requirements of the act have been fulfilled. 
According to DOE, as of the end of the quarter, no further court pro- 
ceedings had occurred on this case. 





‘II /Ii 
,;I Chapter 3 

Status of Selected OCRWh!l 
Management Activities 

NWPA established OCRWM to carry out DOE’s responsibilities under 
the act. In October 1983 the Secretary of Energy formally approved and 
activated QCBWM, and in May 1984 a director was appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate.’ Our previous quarterly reports 
discussed several initiatives that OCRWM has taken to improve its man- 
agement of activities directed toward accomplishing the objectives of 
the act. These included (1) making organizational and staffing changes, 
(2) developing an internal program management system with an auto-’ 
mated information system, (3) contracting with a certified public 
accountant to audit the Nuclear Waste F’und, and (4) developing a pro- 
gram of coordination with affected states and Indian tribes. 

During the quarter ending September 30,1986, OCRWM made additional 
organizational changes, continued to increase its staffing levels, com- 
pleted a second draft manual for OCRWM’S program management system, 
and initiated an independent audit of fiscal year 1986 financial activi- 
ties. Several other audits were also started or completed. OCR’VVM also 
contmued to take steps to improve its program to provide information to 
states and tribes, although many state and tribal leaders remain critical 
of the program. 

OCRWM Organizational As reported in our previous quarterly reports, OCRWM has made progress 

and Staffing Changes 
in organizing to meet NWPA objectives and in filling staff positions both 
at headquarters and in the field offices. OCRWM reorganized in July 1984 
to provide what the director said would be a more efficient structure for 
implementing the nuclear waste program.2 OCRWM made further organi- 
zational changes in September 1986 to consolidate and clarify functions. 
Primary changes were to transfer the functions of program decision 
scheduling, annual report preparation, and program milestone review 
from its Office of Policy, Integration, and Outreach to its Office of 
Resource Management, and to place repository licensing and regulatory 
functions at a division level in its Office of Geologic Repository. They 
also made the following changes in OCRWM organization nomenclature. 
(See app. II for the current organization chart.) 

l The Office of Policy, Integration, and Outreach became the Office of Pol- 
icy and Outreach. 

‘For a detailed discussion of DOE’s efforts to establish a separate organization to manage the waste 
disposal program, see our first annual audit report (GAO/RCED-Sk27). 

20CRWM also made several organizational changes in November 19% For a detailed discussion of 
these changes, see our second quarterly report (GAO/RCEDS6-66). 



l The Engineering and Licensing Division within the Office of Geologic 
Repositories became the Licensing and Regulatory Division, and the Geo- 
sciences and Technology Division became the Engineering and Geotech- 
nology Division, 

l The Finance and Cost Analysis Division within the Office of Resource 
Management became the Financial Management and Analytical Services 
Division. 

OCRWM increased the number of persons in the program by a total of 16 
during the quarter. At the end of September, no vacancies remained in 
headquarters and 10 remained in the field. Personnel ceilings for oc~wrl~ 
headquarters and field offices have not changed since March 1986. 
OCRWM Office of Resource Management officials said that the ceilings 
will be raised by 13 positions at headquarters and 39 in the field offices 
in fiscal year 1986. During the quarter the number of full-time personnel 
increased from 226 to 2’42. See appendix III for a table showing OCRWM 
staffing levels. 

OCRWM Draft Program OCRWM'S; Office of Resource Management continued to make progress in 

Management System 
Manual Completed 

developing an overall internal program management system to enable 
OCR'VVM managers to better plan, monitor, and analyze waste manage- 
ment program elements. However, the system, which is to include (1) all 
planning documents required by NWPA, (2) an annual operating plan, 
and (3) a system engineering management plan, has not yet been 
finalized. 

In May 1986 CKXWIN issued a draft Program Management System Manual 
for internal ocmv~ review. In June 1985 an OCRWM Resources Manage- 
ment Office official told us that the manual would be revised and final- 
ized by September 30,19&j. In August 1985 OCRWM issued a second draft 
manual, which is now expected to be reviewed by the Director for con- 
currence and issued in early fiscal year 1986. 

The draft manual describes the program management system, which is 
to provide centralized managerial direction from OCRWM headquarters. 
The primary purpose of the system is to provide the OCRWM Director and 
headquarters staff with a set of policies and procedures that can be 
used to integrate the various program elements into a cohesive, cost- 
effective program. It will incorporate existing DOE orders, which have 
been and will continue to be used for the management of contractor 
activities by project offices. OCRWM expects the manual to be supported 
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by detailed descriptions in management documents that individually 
address each procedure, plan, or system. 

The August draft manual discusses program planning, program controls, I 
finan&%l and administrative management, quality assurance, safety, 
and mm%% institutional policy. It also describes the WRWM information 
system, which is intended to produce or coordinate production of all 
periodic reports to management, including technical, cost, and schedule 
information. 

A Resources Management official told us in June 1986 that OCRWM'S 
management information system would be completed and fully opera- 
tional by September 30,1985; however, at the end of the quarter, we 
were told that it will not be fully automated for at least a year. Project 
offices are currently submitting actual cost data to headquarters by 
mail, not through computer terminals as planned. This data is being 
used to issue monthly reports on program cost and schedule perform- 
ance to test the management information system. The reports provide 
information on cost and schedule variances for each major project, pro- 
gram milestones, actual and projected status of the fund, and financial 
status by first and second repository, MRS, and transportation projects, 

Several Audits or During the quarter, several audits or reviews of OCRWM activities were 

Reviews Have Been 
initiated or completed. Of particular note, (1) OCRWM elected to extend a 
contract to have a certified public accounting firm examine the Nuclear 

Initiated or Completed Waste F’und’s financial statements for fiscal year 1985, (2) OCRWM 
reached agreement with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(mc) to have it verify the basis for fees paid by utilities, (3) EU 

released its verification of one-time fees paid into the fund by utilities, 
and (4) DOE'S Office of the Inspector General (OIG) contracted with a cer- 
tified public accounting firm to evaluate selected program activities. In 
addition, see appendix I for details on two briefing documents we com- 
pleted during the quarter concerning the utilities’ management of fees 
collected from ratepayers and the ranking methodology used by OCRWM 
in the environmental assessments, 
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Certified Public Accountant In September 1984 DOE signed a $1.3 million contract with a certified 
to Examine Fund’s Fiscal public accounting firm-Main Hurdman-to provide auditing services 
Year 1986 Financial for the fund for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 with options for 3 more 

Statements years. Main Hurdman submitted the results of its examination of the 
fund’s financial statements, internal controls, and overall fund status in 
March 1986, and submitted its recommendations in June 1985.3 

In August 1986 OCRWM modified the contract and exercised the first 
option of the contract to have Main Hurdman examine the financial 
statements of the fund for the fiscal year ending September 30,1986. 
The option’s estimated cost-plus-fixed fee is $270,791. Under the con- 
tract, Main Hurdman is to determine whether the fund’s financial state- 
ments present fairly the financial position and results of operations in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and whether 
the fund has complied with laws and regulations that may have a mate- 
rial effect on the financial statements. 

Main Hurdman is to notify the Director, OCRWM, by December 1,1985, of 
any proposed adjustments to the fiscal year 1986 financial statements, 
and deliver the statements by December 15,198’s. Management and 
compliance reports, including recommendations and fund status, are to 
be submitted by January 15,1986. 

OCRWM to Verify Fees Paid During the quarter, OCRwM began negotiating an agreement with FERC to 
by Utilities assist OCRWM, beginning in fiscal year 1986, in verifying fees paid by 

utilities into the Nuclear Waste Fund. The agreement calls for FERC, dur- 
ing their regularly scheduled 3-year audits of nuclear utility companies, 
to verify the electricity generated by the utilities. During the audits RRRC 
intends to determine whether utilities are consistently and accurately 
reporting data to OCRWM. OCRWM will reimburse FERC for the costs associ- 
ated with performing this work. Costs had not been estimated as of Sep- 
tember 30,1985. 

One-Time Fees Are Verified In June 1986 DOE'S EIA issued the results of a contractor-performed ver- 
ification of the one-time fee as calculated by each utility. (For an expla- 
nation of the one-time fees, see ch. 1.) The verification process covered 4 
nuclear fuel storage facilities, 1 research reactor, and 78 commercial 
power reactors operated by 41 utility companies. It was based on an 

3For a detailed dkcussion of the June 1986 audit report, see our fourth quarterly report (GAO/RCJCD- 
8Ej-166). 



chapter 3 
status of Selected OCRWM 
Management Activities 

analysis of the consistency of the data on electricity generated as 
reported by utilities to different agencies of the US. government. Utili- 
ties have reported this information in different formats to DOE’s prede- 
cessor agencies and to NRC. Each utility’s proposed one-time fee was 
considered verified if (1) the data independently provided to the differ- 
ent agencies was consistent, within certain limits, and (2) the fee analy- 
ses resulted in computation that was mathematically accurate. 

ELA’S analyses resulted in a reactor or other facility receiving either an 
unqualified or qualified verification or no verification. An unqualified 
verification meant that the proposed fee would not be altered. A quali- 
fied verification meant that the proposed fee would change on the basis 
of discrepancies noted and that the fee change is quantifiable in dollars. 
No verification meant that information required to perform the verifica- 
tion was either not provided or was inadequate, or the discrepancies 
were not reconcilable. Fee changes were not quantifiable in dollars. 

Verification results are shown in table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: EIA Verification Results 
Dollars in millions 

Verification status 

Number of 
reactors/ 
facilities Fee amount 

Unqualified 88 $1,781.4 

Qualified 5 177.2a 
None 10 371.5 

Total 83 $2,330.1 

aThese fees could increase by as much as $353,000. 

EIA officials stated that they are continuing fee verification as informa- 
tion becomes available, but they plan no further overall verification of 
the one-time fee; however, OCRWM is working to resolve the outstanding 
inconsistencies. 

DOE’s Inspector General 
Contracts for Audit of 
Nuclear Waste Program 

In August 1985 DOE’S OIG awarded an $864,000 cost-plus-fixed-fee con- 
tract to Leonard G. Birnbaum and Company, an independent public 
accounting firm, to audit various nuclear waste programs. The contract, 
to run for 1 year with two l-year options, calls for the OIG to assign 
specific task orders to the firm. The contract specifies that the OIG will 
designate tasks for the contractor to perform. Accordingly, the following 
two tasks were assigned by the OIG by September 30,1986. 
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0 The contractor will evaluate the effectiveness of procedures followed by 
CKX~M and any offices delegated responsibility by OCRWM, such as EIA, to 
verify fees paid by utilities into the Nuclear Waste Fund. The evaluation 
will include a review of all contracts for the disposal of spent nuclear 

* fuel and high-level waste entered into by utilities and a selected review 
of both the quarterly and one-time fee payments. The review may also 
include visits to selected nuclear reactor sites to identify causes for 
problems found in the verification process. The auditors expect to I 
deliver a draft report on its findings to the OIG by January 20, 1986. The 
projected cost for this task is $106,000. 

. The contractor will perform a general survey/review of OCRWM'S compli- 
ance with the milestones and objectives of the NWPA. The survey will 
also emphasize managerial controls designed to ensure that OCRWM oper- 
ations are performed efficiently and economically. The audit may result 
in suggestions for additional comprehensive reviews. Some of the areas 
identified in the task for consideration during the survey are organiza- 
tional structure and internal management controls, procurement and 
contracting procedures and actions, status and completeness of the mis- 
sion plan, accounting and cash management procedures for the Nuclear 
Waste Fund, the time table data for activation of the repository and MRS 
facilities8, and actions taken by OCRwM as a result of the President’s deci- 
sion to commingle defense and commercial high-level nuclear waste. The 
auditors expect to deliver a draft report on their general survey by Jan- 
uary 31, 1986. The projected cost for this task is $67,600. 

DOE Relations With 
States and Tribes 

NWPA requires DOE to consult and cooperate with affected states and 
Indian tribes as it implements the waste program. The act also provides 
for grant assistance to states and tribes to finance state and tribal activi- 
ties associated with site-selection and repository development. In addi- 
tion to formal federal interaction with states and tribes, the conduct of 
site selection activities and future site characterization studies requires 
almost constant coordination among federal, state, and tribal officials. 

As discussed in previous quarterly reports, DOE'S program for consulting 
and cooperating has been evolving. OCRWM'S mission plan, issued in July 
1986, included an institutional relations strategy that consists of three 
elements: (1) outreach and participation, (2) formal consultation and 
cooperation agreements, and (3) impact analysis and mitigation. During 
this quarter DOE continued to increase its outreach, participation, and 
related information dissemination efforts, and made some progress in 
the area of formal consultation and cooperation agreements. OCRWM also 
continued its grant program designed to assist states in identifying the 
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impact of a potential site in their state, and for related purposes. How- 
ever, as evidenced by hearings held before House and Senate Commit- 
tees, states’ and tribal leaders’ confidence in DOE'S implementation of the 
program remains low because of a variety of concerns, some of which 
date back to the beginning of the program. 

Outreach and Participation 

. 

During the quarter OCRWM officials continued their efforts to inform and 
involve states and tribes in the conduct of the program. Of particular 
note during the quarter were the following: 

OCRWM officials continued to meet with state and tribal officials to dis- 
cuss and clarify comments on the draft environmental assessments. 
OCRWM officials continued their practice of meeting quarterly with state 
and tribal officials to discuss overall program status and progress. A 
meeting of this type took place in Denver in August 1985. 
Each of the three Office of Geologic Repositories desk officers that were 
recently assigned the responsibility for being the initial headquarters 
interface with the six first repository states (see GAO/RcEB86-166) vis- 
ited one of the two states for which they have individual responsibility. 
Each of the desk officers said the project offices and states have 
responded favorably to the new system. However, at least one state and 
one project office have said that desk officers are of little value. OCRWM 

plans to establish desk offices for the second repository states as soon as 
possible. 
The Office of Policy, Integration, and Outreach (now the Office of Policy 
and Outreach), through contracts, published a series of information 
pamphlets to be distributed to the general public. 
OCRWM officials met several times with Tennessee state and local offi- 
cials to discuss the potential impact of an MRS site in Tennessee. OCRWM 

officials also held several public meetings throughout the state to 
explain the role of MRS. 

During the quarter OCRWM issued new guidelines for interaction with 
community and local governments. According to OCRWM officials, these 
guidelines provide principles for DOE project offices’ interaction with 
local populations. Such interaction will become more prevalent and 
important when the program moves into the site characterization phase. 
In addition, OCRWM officials said they were attempting to respond to crit- 
icisms from states and tribes about the lack of substantive participation 
in WRWM’S planning and decision-making processes. As of the end of the 
quarter, the Office of Geologic Repositories’ interagency coordinating 



group that addresses institutional relations was considering ways to 
involve states earlier in the agency’s decision-making processes, 

Consultation and 
Cooperation 

The act requires DOE to formally negotiate consultation and cooperation 
agreements with states that have sites selected for site characterization 
studies, States and Indian tribes can request such agreements sooner, if 
they so desire. During the quarter, no states initiated formal negotia- ’ 
tions with ~Z#WY for a consultation andcooperation agreement under 
the act, Furthermore, negotiations with the only state (Washington) to 
approach OE=W~ about a consultation and cooperation agreement 
remained suspended. (See our previous quarterly reports for a discus- 
sion of the issues hindering final agreement). However, on June 10, 
1985, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
requested DOE to begin negotiating a consultation and cooperation agree- 
ment to identify and provide a means of resolving the tribe’s public 
health, safety, environmental, and economic concerns that are associ- 
ated with the proposed location of a repository in Hanford, Washington. 
During the quarter three negotiation sessions were held among OCRWM 

and Richland project office officials and tribal representatives. 

Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation 

NWPA requires DOE to provide grant assistance from the Nuclear Waste 
Fund to affected states and tribes to aid them in such activities as (1) 
reviewing activities with respect to proposed repository sites for poten- 
tial economic, social, public health and safety, and environmental 
impacts, (2) developing requests for assistance from DOE to mitigate the 
impact of repository development, and (3) participating in monitoring, 
testing, and evaluating site characterization. Since enactment of NWPA, 

grants totaling about $22 million have been awarded to 29 different 
grantees. Most of the grants covered 1 year and went to individual state 
governments or Indian tribes; others, however, have been made to uni- 
versities and to national associations representing states or Indian 
tribes. Grant assistance provided by DOE from January 1983 through 
June 1985 is shown in appendix IV. 

State Concerns Despite the evolving efforts of DOE to develop a viable, effective consul- 
tation and cooperation program, many states remain skeptical and criti- 
cal of the conduct of the program. In September 1986 cognizant House 
and Senate Committees held hearings to review the mission plan, At 
these hearings several state and tribal representatives cited concerns 
that, in their view, substantially affect the credibility of the DOE waste 
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program. These. stated concerns, some of which can be traced to the 
early days of the act, included 

displeasure with WRWM’S plan to determine the suitability of sites at the I 
time three sites are recommended for site characterization studies 
rather than after the studies are completed (see ch. 2 for an explanation 
of this issue); 
displeasure with OCRWM’S emphasis on meeting schedule dates and time ’ 
frames, especially the 1998 acceptance date, at the expense of adequate 
screening and testing procedures; 
the lack of meaningful state and tribal involvement in the decision-mak- 
ing pmmsses of the program; 
inadequate or untimely responses to requests for information; and 
an apparent emphasis by DOE on federal site ownership and politics in 
the first repository site selection process. 





Chapter 4 

Status of the Nuclear Waste Fund as of 
Septemkr 30,1985 

NWPA established the Nuclear Waste Fund, a separate fund maintained 
by the Department of the Treasury, to finance the nuclear waste pro- 
gram. It receives fees paid by the owners and generators of high-level 
radioactive waste and disburses funds to finance OCRWM activities. The 
fund began receiving quarterly fees from the ongoing generators of 
nuclear power late in fiscal year 1983. During the quarter ending Sep- 
tember 30,1985, the fund received quarterly fees totaling about $92.3 
million. The fund also received one-time fees from the owners of spent 
fuel generated prior to April 7,1983, of about $1.5 million. During the 
same quarter, the fund disbursed about $101.1 million, most of which 
went to contractors who conduct the bulk of program activities for 
OCTRWM. 

In addition to fees collected from utilities, two other funding sources 
currently support 0cRwM activities: interest income from investments 
made with excess money in the waste fund and appropriated funds for 
generic research not directly related to repository development. OCRWM 
began investing excess funds in February 1986. During the quarter end- 
ing September 30, 1985, the fund collected interest earnings of about 
$12.4 million from these investments. OCRWM spent about $640,000 dur- 
ing the quarter in appropriated funds for research and development 
programs authorized under the act but not directly related to repository 
development or eligible for financing through the Nuclear Waste Fund. 

Nuclear Waste Fund 
Receipts and Costs 

Quarterly Receipts As described in chapter 1, DOE has contracted with 65 owners of nuclear 
reactors for the payment of a one-mill-per-kilowatt-hour fee to be paid 
quarterly into the fund to finance the waste program. The fund began 
receiving quarterly fees late in fiscal year 1983, and by the end of that 
fiscal year had collected about $73.6 million. During fiscal year 1984 
quarterly receipts totaled about $329+5 million. During the fourth quar- 
ter of fiscal year 1986, quarterly receipts of about $92.3 million were 
collected, making a total of $368.0 million for fiscal year 1985, and 
$771.1 million since the program began. 



First One-Time Fees 
Received 

Under the DOE contracts, owners of spent fuel generated prior to April 7, 
1983, must have selected by June 30,1986, one of three options to pay 
one-time fees: (1) payment over 40 quarters with interest, (2) lump-sum 
payment with interest before delivering spent fuel to the federal govern- * 
ment, or (3) full payment before June 30, 1986, without interest. 

By June 30, 1985, the fund had received about $1.4 billion in one-time 
fees from 35 owners who chose option 3. During this quarter one of 
three owners who chose option 1 paid about $1.6 million into the fund. 
(These three owners owe a total of $174 million plus interest.) Eleven 
other owners decided to make future lump-sum payments totaling $736 
million plus interest. 

DOE Is Investing Funds 
That Are in Excess of 
Current Needs 

NWPA provides that when the Nuclear Waste Fund has funds that are in 
excess of current needs, including the appropriated debt owed to the 
Department of the Treasury, DOE may request the Secretary of the Trea- 
sury to invest these excess funds in Treasury financial instruments in 
amounts as the Secretary of Energy determines appropriate. DOE made 
its first investment in overnight Treasury bills on February 1,1986. 

In the quarter ending September 30,1985, DOE made both overnight and 
other short-term investments (less than 90 days). Daily overnight 
investments earned about $863,000 in interest during the quarter. DOE 

invested $80 million in six short-term Treasury bills that matured dur- 
ing the quarter, earning interest of about $369,000. In addition, DOE 
earned interest totaling $911,000 from a short-term Treasury bill that 
was purchased last quarter but matured during this quarter, 

DOE will continue investing funds in overnight and other short-term 
Treasury instruments. As of July 2,1986, DOE also began to make long- 
term investments (90 days to 3 years) following the receipt of $1.4 bil- 
lion in one-time fees. DOE has invested in various long-term Treasury 
bills and notes so that they mature at different times to use for specific 
program purposes.1 During the quarter DOE collected periodic earned 
interest on these long-term instruments of about $10.2 million. 

Nuclear Waste F’und Costs OCRWM obligates moneys from the Nuclear Waste Fund by awarding con- 
tracts and grants and disbursing funds for its civil service payroll and 

%ee our fourth quarterly report (GAO/RCED-85-166) for a summary of DOE’s long-term inve&ment 
5trategy. 



other program management needs. It can obligate amounts only as 
appropriated even though funds may be available in the Nuclear Waste 
Fund. o~~~lbd’s appropriation for fiscal year 1985 totals $327.6 million. 
Actual costs are recorded when invoices are received, and disburse- , 
ments are recorded when payments are made. Obligations, costs, and 
disbursements are recorded in DOE’S financial information system by the 
field finance offices that receive allocations from the fund. 

Beginning with fiscal year 1985, these transactions are recorded under 
the five major cost activities shown in the table in appendix V. The table 
shows that a total of $314.8 million was spent during fiscal year 1985. 
The table also shows waste fund costs by each major activity and subac- 
tivity for fiscal year 1986 and shows that about $223 million, or 70 per- 
cent, of the funds were spent for developing the first repository. 
Activities in this category are primarily managed by the field offices 
and the Office of Geologic Repositories and include (1) the development, 
verification, and application of geological repository performance 
assessment models, (2) preliminary site characterization studies, (3) 
repository design development, and (4) preparation of environmental 
assessments. 

OCR~ field offices began, in fiscal year 1985, to report costs and obliga- 
tions into the DOE financial information system by work breakdown 
structure.2 Detailed cost data concerning the development, construction, 
and operation of the first and second repositories are shown in appendix 
VI. 

OCRWM Contract 
Activity 

NWPA authorizes DOE to make expenditures from the fund to finance 
radioactive waste disposal activities. These activities include all phases 
of developing, constructing, operating, and closing any repository, MRS 

facility, or test and evaluation facility authorized under the act; 
research, development, and demonstration activities connected with the 
repositories; the administrative cost of the radioactive waste disposal 
program; and any costs associated with transporting, treating, and pack- 
aging spent nuclear fuel or high-level radioactive waste. 

Most waste disposal activities have been and are being carried out by 
contractors. During the fourth quarter of fisca1 year 1985, DOE spent 

2For more information on OCRWM’s work breakdown structures, see our second quarterly report 
(GAO/RCED4?&66). 



about $92 million for contractor services and obligated about $67 mil- 
lion, about 92 percent of total dollars obligated during the quarter. For 
fiscal year 1986 OCRWM contract obligations were about $278 million. 
Since inception of the fund, OCRwM has obligated about $744 million for 
over 120 contracts. 

Contracts for the most part are negotiated, awarded, and administered 
through DQE operations offices in Richland, Washington; Chicago, Illi- 
nois; and L&s Vegas, Nevada; and in DOE headquarters in Washington, 
D.C. Some contracts are monitored by other DOE operations offices, such 
as those in Albuquerque, New Mexico, and San Francisco, California. 
Each of the three first repository project offices has prime contracts 
with one or several contractors who perform waste program activities 
or subcontract for these activities. Appendix VII summarizes contract 
activity since inception of the fund. It also lists individually the 16 
prime contractors who incurred costs or obligations of $1 million or 
more during the quarter ending September 30,1985. Data from con- 
tracts under $1 million are aggregated in the “others” category. 

Overall Status of the 
Nuclear Waste Fund 

Section 302 of NWPA required DOE to transfer unexpended appropria- 
tions as of January 7,1983, from the ongoing nuclear waste program to 
the waste fund. Subsequently, DOE transferred about $264 million to the 
waste fund in fiscal year 1983. This amount became an appropriated 
debt to be repaid later from the fund to the Treasury with interest on 
the amounts used for the program. Another $4.6 million was transferred 
into the fund (and became part of the debt) in fiscal year 1984 from 
other appropriations that $had been passed before the fund was estab- 
lished. An additional $6.6 million was added to the appropriated debt 
during the quarter ending September 30,1985, as a result of the audit of 
fiscal years 1983 and 1984 program funds.3 About $860,000 in interest 
expense accumulated on the appropriated debt during fiscal year 1986. 
On September 30,1986, DOE repaid the debt, a total of about $265 mil- 
lion, plus interest from the fund to Treasury. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the overall status of the fund as of September 30, 
1986. 

3See our fourth quarterly report (GAO/RCED&-166) for an explanation of these changes. 
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@her Funding Sources 

chapter4 
&&OS of the NM&W Wmta Fund aa of 
r3epmdm so, 1986 

Beginning fund balance - July 1, 1985 $ 1,707,233,183 

Fees from waste owners 93,858,193 

Investments coketed 
Kansfer of appropriations 

Tctaf fund, awiltllbte 
Dis~bursements 

Payment of appropriated ckbt 

FunId bsla~nca a8 ol Sepltsmber 30,1985 
Cash balance as of Seotember 30,1985 

37,772,345= 

6,521,393 

$1,845,385,114 
-101,128,664 

-264,964,663 

$1,479,291,587 
$577,599 

Fun’ds invested 
Unpaid obli’getions as of September 30, 1985 

1,478,713,9%8 

$ 136,622,477 

*Investments collected include interest accrued on financial instruments at the time DOE purchased 
them. 
Source: OCRWM’s Office of Resource Management and DOE’s financial information system. 

Activities under the Civilian Radioactive Waste Research and Develop- 
ment (R&D) Program that are not directly related to the geologic reposi- 
tories are funded from appropriated funds rather than from fees 
collected from utilities. Some of the research was in progress prior to 
passage of NWPA and other research involves new irdtiatives. The R&D 

program funds and conducts research in the following areas: 

spent-fuel storage, 
alternative disposal concepts, and 
generic methods and supporting studies. 

Currently, DQE has cooperative agreements with Virginia Electric and 
Power Company and Carolina Power and Light Company and a contract 
with Nuclear Fuel Services to demonstrate dry storage of spent fuel. DOE 

is also working with the Tennessee Valley Authority and is negotiating 
with Northeast Utilities Company of Hartford, Connecticut, to demon- 
strate spent-fuel rod consolidation. OCRWM expects an agreement with 
Northeast Utilities Company in 2 to 4 months. For spent-fuel storage 
R&D demonstration programs, total DOE fund and facility contribution is 
to be up to 215 percent of total cost. All other costs are paid by utilities. 
OCRWM expects that these R&D efforts will be phased out, except for 
monitoring, by 1989. 

The only alternative disposal research that DOE is conducting in detail is 
the use of subseabeds for the disposal of spent fuel and other high-level 



waste. DQE expects that by 1990 it will determine the technical, engi- 
neering, environmental, and institutional feasibility of disposing of these 
wastes in the stable formations of the deep ocean floor. 

Generic methods and supporting studies conducted by OCRWM are 
focused on three main areas: international program support, special 
technical reviews, and waste management studies. The purpose of these 
efforts is to ensure adequate international cooperation, provide an inde; 
pendent assessment of the technical adequacy of the program, and eval- 
uate alternatives that could improve the cost, schedule, or technical 
aspects of the R&D program. 

Table 4.2 shows accrued costs for the R&D program for fiscal year 1986. 

Table 4.2: Costs for Civilian Radioactive 
Waste R&D Program for Fi8scal Year Dollars in millions 
1985 First Second Third Fourth 

quarter quarter quarler quarter 
Fisca\gg 

Spent-fuel 
storage R&D $2.14 $2.20 $3.21 $2.86 $10.40 

Alternative 
disposal 
concepts .60 3.05 2.73 3.59 9.97 

Generic 
methods 
and 
;y~gW3 

.35 50 .05 -5.92b -5.02b 

Program 
dwection 

TOtal 
.07 .06 .07 .Ol .22 

$3’.16 $5.81 s 6.06 3.54 $15.57 

‘Totals may not ad’d because of rounding. 

bNegative figure results from activity amounting to $6,303,337 in costs after January 1, 1983, which an 
OCFWM contract audit determined should have been transferred as an unexpended appropriation from 
the Civilian Radioactive Waste R&D account to the Nuclear Waste Fund account. Transfer was made in 
September 1985 and reflected as negative cost in the account. 
Source: DOE’s financial information system. 

Another source of funding authorized by the act is the Interim Storage 
Fund. That fund is to receive fees from utilities that apply for and 
receive from the government interim storage services for spent fuel. 
Fees are to be based on the estimated prorated costs of storage, which 
include the costs of developing and maintaining interim storage facili- 
ties. To date, no utilities have applied for interim storage services, and 
DOE officials do not anticipate using interim storage in the near future, 
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GAO Repoports and Briefing Documents on the 
Nuclear Waste F?~O~EUII 

Annual Reports Department of Hnergy’s Initial Efforts to Implement the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982 (GAO/RCED-85-27, Jan. l&1986). 

Nuclear Waste Policy Act: 1984 Implementation Status, Progress, and 
Problems (GAO/RCED-86-100, Sept. 30,1985). 

Quarterly Reports Status of the Department of Energy’s Implementation of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 as of September 30 1984(GAO/RCED-85-42, Oct. ,- 
19,19&4). 

Status of the Department of Energy’s Implementation of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 as of December 31 1984(GAo/RCJD85-65, Jan. ,- 
31,1985). 

Status of the Department of Energy’s Implementation of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 as of March 31 1986(GA0/RcJ3D-8~-116, Apr. 7- 
30, 1986). 

Status of the Department of Energy’s Implementation of the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1982 as of June 30 1985(GAO/RCED-85-156, July 31, ,- 
1986). 

Briefing Documents On July 30,1985, we issued a briefing document to the Chairman, Sub- 
committee on Energy Conservation and Power, House Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and the Chairman, House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, concerning how utilities manage fees collected for 
nuclear waste disposal. We responded to specific questions and provided 
information concerning 

l amounts owed by utilities for one-time fees and total amounts collected 
from ratepayers; 

l methods used by utilities to account for one-time fees; 
l how utilities treat interest they collect on investments of both one-time 

fees and one-mill-per-kilowatt-hour fees; and 
l how utilities treat, for tax purposes, receipts from ratepayers and pay- 

ments of one-time fees. 

On September 12,1985, we issued a briefing document to the Chairman, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, concerning the aggre- 
gation methods OCRWM used in the draft environmental assessments to 
rank the five potential nuclear waste repository sites in Mississippi, 
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Nrevada, Texas, Utah, and Washington. OCRWM chose three methods of 
ranking these sites and then aggregated the rankings when none of the 
three methods showed any sites to be clearly preferred. We observed 
that the methods selected met DOE’s criteria of being practical and 
ur&r&andable. In addition, if DOE’S initial judgements concerning the 
ranking of sites for each guideline are accepted, the rankings are repro- 
ducible. 



Appendix II 

OCRWM Organizational Chart 

Figure il.1 : OCRWM Or9r,n~izatIon1al 
Chart As of Septamber 30,1985 
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Management Reposltorles 
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Geotechnology Geotechnology 
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aChange made September 1985. 

Source: DOE. 
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Appendix III 

~ OCRM SMf!ing Levels 

TableIII.l:OCRWM Staffinp LeWs Ae of Sedem~ber30,19@5 
WI-tlmnll rpnnel 

Ple Number of full-time wnonnelon board 
Prcgremofflce brrc. 198; All~ar. lQ8Jb Dec. f9@4 Mar. 198’5 June1985 Sept.1985 - 
Off ice of the Director 4 4 6 6 5 4 

Office of Policv, lntearation and OutreachC 12 23 21 21 21 21 

Office of Resource Management 31 36 27 26 31 32 

Office of Geologic Repositories 42 46 31 38 40 50 
Office of Storaae and Tranwortation Svstems 15 22 16 21 23 26 
OCRWM h~eai&artentoiel * 104 131 101 112 120 133 

Chicago 64 68 55 56 57 59 

Richl,and 30 32 33 32 35 36 

Nevada 17 19 12 14 14 14 
Field total 111 119 100 102 108 109 
TotaId 215 250 201 214 226 241 

*Does not include ceilings for part-time support personnel. 

bPersonnel ceilings remained the same during the quarter ending September 30,1985 

CAs of September 30, 1985, this offi’ce became the Office of Policy and Outreach. 

dSotal does not includse staff time used by other DOE offices and charged to the Nuclear Waste Fund. 
For fiscal year 1985, OCAWM estimates this time totals about 18 staff years. 
Source: DlOE. 
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;I Appendix IV 

ai* State/Indim Tribe Assistance Under NWPA 

T&Is IV.1: Stat@kdian Tribe 
Assistance Provid’ed by DOE January 
1983 through September 1985 Grantee 

Confederated Tribe of Umatillas 

Connecticut 

DOE 
obligations 

$819,819 
317.126 * 

Georgia 247,931 

Maryland 

Illinois 

Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Louisiana 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Maine 

103,135 

24,580 

833,3!9 

412,640 

404,433 
I 447,510 

560,587 

1,885,836 
National Congress of American Indians 417,551 
National Conference of State Legislators 439,339 
Nevada 2.894.861 
New Hampshire 264,538 

New Jersey 224,382 

No’rth Carolina 

New York 
Nez Perce Tribe 

443,128 

464,013 

526.568 

Rhode Island 217,731 
South Carolina 401.461 
Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 

I,404533 

952,457 

1,670,077 

119.181) 
Virginia 41,130 
Washington 2,735,473 
Wisconsin 587,456 
Yakima Indian Nation 2r146.852 

I  

Total $21,997.8&6 

Source: DOE’s financial information system and OCRWM 



Table V.1: Statur of Niuclesr Waat~ Funid Coats for Fkal Year lQ85 

Fundlrca catworry 

First 
quarter 

costs 

Fourth 
qyoz; Cumulativsb 

coats * 
FInt reporitory 

Capital equipment 
DeveloDment. construction. onerations 

1,099,790 
$31 .118.826 $50,699,094 $66.104,838 $68.461.285 $216.384.044 

1,268,894 1,430,863 2532,210 6,331,758 
Plant acquisition and construction 
Total flnt rsporltory 
Second rwpocitary 
Development, construction, operations 

CaDital eaubment 

Monsitored retrievsble storage 

Plant 

Development, construction, operation 

acquisition and construction 

Capital equipment 

Plant acauisition and construction 
Total monkorwi retrievable storsg;e 
Program management and technical support 
Transportation, management, support 

Totat 

Capital equipment 

Plant acquisition and construction 

betond raposhoty 

Total program mansgemsnt and technical support 
Debt swvice 
Interest expense owed to Treasury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

‘0 

0 

32,218,016 51,967,988 

4,575,567 

67,535,701 

4,391,976 

70,993,485 

5,680,587 

222,715,801 

6,652,275 21,300,405 

4,528,144 4,390,476 $657,587 6,613,275 21,189,483 

47,423 1,500 23,000 39,000 110,923 

1,481,904 3,534,651 4,549,040 5,687,962 15,253,557 

0 54,297 30,864 85,161 

0 0 0 0 0 
1,481,904 3,588,948 4,579,904 5,687,962 W&338,717 

7,391,268 13,292,270 13,103,227 20,534,968 54,321,733 
-2,171a 36,603 29,765 210,202 274,400 

0 0 0 0 0 
7,389,097 13,328,873 13,132,992 20,745,170 64,596,133 

515,150 262,123 86,126 0 863,399 

Total datrt servica 515,150 262,123 86,126 0 863,399 
Total $46,180,334 $73,539,908 $91,015,310 $104,078,902 $314,814,455 

aNegative figure results from adjustments to prior year costs. 

bTotals may not add because of rounding. 
Source: DOE’s financial information system. 
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Appendix VI 

Costs by Work Breakdown Structure a 

Table Vi.l: Costs BY Work Breakdown Structure for thle First end Second Repositories for Quarter Ending Septem’ber 30,1985 
Dollars in millions 

Second repoeitorv * 
Cry stai~i~i~ne 

Wo;;;reekdown structure 

Systems 

Waste package 
Site 

Basalt 
$1.65 

2.61 
6.64 

FiIrst repository 
Tulf Salt 
$ .85 $1.29 

1.95 1.69 
2.78 4.55 

and other 
rock types 

TotaP FY 85 total total FY 85 total. 
$3.79 $15.33 $2.11 $3.02 

6.45 20.22 .oo .03 
13.96 56.86 2.50 11.72 

Repository 3.25 2.95 5.32 11.52 31.41 .12 .48 

Regulatory and institutional 1.75 2.09 6.39 10.24 30.78 .39 1.36 

Exploratory shaft 2.50 2.85 2.12 7.47 21.76 .oo .oo 

Test facilities 1.21 .30 .13 1.64 4.48 .18 .83 
Land acauisition .oo .oo .04 .04 .16 .oo .oo 
Program management 2.46 4.49 2.53 9.47 29.19 66 2.50 
Financial and technical 

assistance 2.36 .59 .92 3.87 6.76 53 .97 
Other -00 .oo .oo .oo .oo .I0 .24 
Total’ $24.44 $18.85 $25.18 $88.45 $216.95 $6.51 $21.15 

*Totals may not add because of rounding. 
Source: DOE’s financial information system 
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Appendix VII 

OCRWM Contract Activity 

Table VII.1: Summary of OCRWM 
CoIntract Aetlvlty 

DOE operation8 ofllca 
cotilnador name 

Alb~uqwsrqwle: 
Univ. of California 

AT&T Technologies Inc. 

I! 
reviously was Western 

l’ectric Co., Inc.) 

Others 
TQtil 
Chloago: 
Battelle Memorial Institute 

Total 
7:;;; Obli9atl~ons, Cumulstlve 

num,ber of 
contradr 

y&T; 
fourth ob~ll9at;t;~ 

q”E%ii Inception 

1 $3072,366 $0 $28,873,000 

1 5554,493 156,000 51366,878 

5 24,724 90,500 452,425 

7 $8,651,583 $246,&00 $86,6@2,303 

4 24,250,381 30,310.352 231,329.199 
Fluor Engineers & 

- 

Construction 

University of Texas 

Others 

TOW 
Idlaho: 
Others 

To&l 

1 

2 

4,346,065 

$609,422 

4,000,000 

$87,000 $4,107,951 

19,976,OOO 

2 

3 

$609,422 

669,t?GO 1,173,oOO 

$87,WO $4,107,951 

8,049,lOO 

23 1,722,888 1,866,lll 21,734,704 

31 $30,998,984 $37,349,483 $291 ,OS9,003 

Nmmda: 
Department of the Interior”l 1 3,473,869 0 21,898,OOO 

Re 
E 

nolds El’ectrlc & 
nginSeering Co. 2 1,339,t53 2,712,888 35,622,679 

Science Applications, Inc. 1 2,446,725 737,366 16,673,210 

Ot hler8 18 1,318.441 318.232 13802.196 

Total 22 8 8,578,178 $3,768,;88 $87,996,085 

Martin Marietta 

Others 
Total 
Rkh~lsnd: 
Battelle Memorial Institute 

Kaiser Engineer8 and 
Construction 

Morrison Knudsen Co., Inc. 

Ralph M. Parsons Co. 

Rockwell Hanford Co. 

1 1,245,949 95,000 4,858,359 

5 263,700 225,000 2,596,639 
8 $1,509,849 $320,000 8 7,454,998 

4 4,266,847 2,503,663 41,663,718 

1 2,215,600 1,839,900 6,533,517 

1 2541,757 0 12,163,100 

1 3,956,014 2,711,727 15,237,652 

1 $16,733,626 $8‘217,163 $134,277,010 

Others 

Total 
14 960,999 181,475 8503,832 

22 $30,674,843 $15,453,928 $218,378,829 
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DONE opwati~ons office 
conrlractor name 

Total 
nmber of 
contracts 

T0tal 

San Francisco: 
Univ. of California 

Others 

4 $3,216,355 $2,616,4!SO $30,417,69& 

2 $3,216,355 $2,816,450 $29,754,37i 

2 0 0 663,320 

hdQW'tW: 

Roy F, Weston, Inc. 
Others 

Total 

Total (all eontracts 

1 7,593,222 6,676,393 28,899,565 
26 563,454 181,678 4,918,690 

27 $8,166,676 $6,658,071 $33,616,256 

121 $92,385,640 $6;6,899,896 $743,955,119 

*The Departmlent of the Interior’s U.S. Geological Survey is performing on-site work for the Nevada 
Project Office under contract. 
Source: DOE’s financial information system. 
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